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ABSTRACT ; 

It is an increasingly well-documented fact that women 
in the American universities suffer from sex discrimination. Recent 
federal legislation makes it legally as well as morally imperative 
that employment policies in higher education afford equal opportunity 
to women. Under the law, institutions under federal contracts must be 
able to demonstrate positively that no discrimination exists in any 
aspect; of employment and that affirmative action is being taken to 
remedy the; effects of past discrimination. This places the burden of 
proof on the administration of a college to provide evidence of its 
innocence, rather than the employee or the Federal government to 
prove the administration's guilt. This document presents a 
description of a method utilized at the University of South Florida 
to find specific corrective measures to eliminate existing and to 
prevent future sex discrimination. It was first used for 
documentation purposes and subsequently for corrective ones. 
(Author/HS) 
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of Salary and- Rank Inequities Due to Sex 

by 
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THE STATUS ■ OF FACULTY WOMEN 
A Method for Documentation and Correction 
of Salary and Rank Inequities Due to Sox 



. 1 It is an increasingly well-documented, fact that 
women in the Aracrican universities suffer from sex dis- 
crimination*^"^ no longer for u further study 1 ' of 
these in justices, rather for. action to eliminate them. The 
recent federal legislation, which places educational insti- • 
tutions under the Civil Rights' Act of 1964 , makes it legally 



L Ann Sutherland Harris, "The Second S&4 in .Academe, " AAU? 
Bulletin, September, 1970, pp. "2S3— 29£ \ See also. Ruth M. 
A 3 t.mpn ; " c^mpu s 1 970... Where Do Women Stand? " Research 
Reporr for AAUW, December, 197 0-..' 

2 The Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 197 2 (Public Law 92-261) 
of March 24/ 1972 placed educational employees under Title VII 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, The; Higher Education' Act of 
1972/ Title IX, June 23, 1972 is the most extensive piece of 
legislation relative to the status of women in education. : 
This ; act does three things : prohibits, sex. discrimination in 
•all federally 'assisted education programs (with a heavy ,. 
emphasis, on admission' practices) ; amends the. Civil Rights ,,, 
Act of 1964; and extends coverage; of the .Equal; Pay Act of 1963 . 
to professionals (faculty and administrators) . Various govern- 
ment agencies administer this provision. Whoever grants the; 
funds may withhold them. The Attorney General may intervene, 
in sex discrimination cases,., and, in the case of equal pay, 
the solicitor of the Department of Labor may bring suit and; 
order back pay . The portion dealing -with equal pay covers : 
all employees in all . public and private institutions regard- .; 
less of whether their salaries come from federal grants and 
■funds.'".' '■',' : \-> ;■'''■•'' : ' , ; ':' : --.\-; s : ; r \;V ;<■": . \ : \ < r -\ _ : ' ■/■■ .;. _ ■ 
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as well as' morally ■ imperative that employment policies in 
higher education afford equal opportunity to wo^cn. Under 
the law, each institution is not n innocent until proven 
guilty." As a ? federal contractor/ it must be able to demon- 
strate positively that n no discrimination exists in all as- 
pects of employment and that/af f irmative action is being 
taken to remedy the effects of past discrimination. ". This 
places the burden of proof on the administration of a college 
to provide evidence of its innocence, rather than the employee, 
or the: Federal government to prove the administration 1 s guilt . 
In any case, it. is now a fact of life that every college, if 
it has not already done so, must find specific corrective 
mo uOurcj to* c.1 ^_mi*. n at c exj-sto-ng an& to prevent luiurc i^^x 
discrimination. The following is a description of a method which 
was utilized on the campus of the University of South Florida 
(Tampa). It was used first for document ative purposes and 
subsequently for corrective ones. 

Documentation 

Under the auspices of the local AAUP chapter, f igures 
were amassed to show that teaching and research women' at USFi 
are paid less than men of the same academic rank and college/ .' 
and that women faculty are found among the lower ranks out- of 



.proportion to their number. 3 'These figures convinced our 
.. new president, Dr. M. Cecil Mac key,- of the likely presence ' 
of sex bias. . In response to the AAUP reports, and' the 
formal request of several women, he appointed an ad hoc 
committee on the Status of Women and charged it to document 
further their case and to make recommendations for affirma- 
tive action. 

An adequate definition of "sex-based inequities" 
. is difficult to establish. While it had been demonstrated , 
that women are paid less and hold lower ranks than men, 
the possibility existed that- this was due to greater pro- 
ductivity, training, and/or years of academic experience 
Ox Lne iucii compared Lo Lhe woinuri.. In other words, it could 
have been asserted (and usually has been) that, in general, 



Dr. iMaxine MacKay; headed the small AAUP committee which 
.reportedj these results based on institutional statistics 
and/or anecdotal evidence from women responding to a 
; questionnaire. Dr. .MacKay was recently appointed- Special. 
Assistant Vice President for Women's Affairs at USF~. This 
appointment (Spring, 197 2) Was an important first step in V 
USP'.s implementation of affirmative action for women. 

The, abstract of this report may be obtained from SRIC Clearing 
House on Higher Education. The Status of Academic Women, 
Review 5, April, 1971. University of South Florida, MacKay, 
Maxine, "Status of Women Committee Faculty Report", November, .. 
1970, p. 15 and 16 (Micro-Film, Hard Cover) 
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woir.cn ar^ less and promoted more sl 0 v/ly, not' 

they are w /o ^0*i/ but because, t^y are not as weli-tt.f 
have not tx^ same amount of experience as/ or 

productive tt«iri* the men alongside of whom they v/or^'y 
based* ir^^^^t^y in pay and rank may be said to cxi^ 0 >%/ 
if sex as Independent variable can bo shown to b^ 
ficantly jr^i^te^ to salary and rank When other reie^/V 
variables, Stf^h training, experience and product^/\/\ 
have heeri t*%l$ c onstant. 

METHOD 

^ of teaching and research women w\(/ 

employed £^3>ti*fte : at - the University of South Flori^y V/V 
taken hy ^ 6 Qti*ig all holders of the doctorate deg^./V 
Thus, we 0 ^u^e^ that the formal academic training ^\ Y r 
centage of ^rr.pl^Vment of these 29 women were "equal" ^ \f-\ 
of any gro^S ■".?£■. Comparison men . The: task of : select^ / ;V 
sample of ; ^ w^ would be "equivalent" to these; wo^i^ 
training, ^o^u^ivity, and years since terminal deg^A \f 
more. diffi^l't.; ■ our original plan;: was to : select a ^fcfr^r ■ 
group of py Utilizing the Data Summary Sheets (%/~^\^^ 
hy University Winning on all faculty) for all men i& - 
Of the va5r^°U^ 4^partments in which the women taught tf\ 
to lack of Aufleuv resources , however , this was not po^/^^ . ; 



...and, as it tv*r* e £ out, not necessary. We decided to use a 
nomination ^c^u^ instead. Our Equal Opportunity Officer 
volunteers^ Contact by letter each of the women in t"ne 
sample to &kY> h a: c to name the man or, in some instances, men, 
whom she identify as being her nearest male '/counter- 5 

part (s) 11 ifi t^xifik o£ training, experience, and productivity,, 
By "cbunto^^t'' nothing more was meant' than was designated 
above sinc'^*- %v e hastened to add, no. faculty member is truly 
the counttf^^t of another. It Was recognized that there 
might be 0^p££t e d tendency for women to name men who 
held a hiefft^ sr^fc or who were earning more than they did 
in order xfi* >Af X\ienee the* outcome of the study. However, with 

X' ^SpeCt tC ^^a^'^. ^t . IcaSt / xt C cu'iliO L be uajjlxiiieu/ vaic uHCL 

or not the VcP^ei 1 v/ete aware of what the salaries of their 
male colle^}i2 a s Vere for that year. Actually, at that time 
most women probably many men) were not cognizant of 

salary f (Ptherv than their own. Frequently, they 
reported fc?HtJ tP^y 3id ,riot know how to obtain these figures : 
even thou^P %^&f. a^^ a matter of public record. In any case, 
to" of f set : ; sible source of bias , we then asked each 

chairman departments in which the various women worked:; 

to nominal;^ i^e *fta n (men) he judged to be most closely matched 
(training; ^Pe^ie^cie : arid productivity) to each woman in 
question. behind thi.s was that chairmen 



presumably are the persons most knowledgeable about, the , 
members of their departments and most ■ responsible for salary 
and promotion recommendations. It was expected that they 
'might be biased in the opposite direction from the women; 
i.e., that they might select men on the basis of the fact 
that their salaries and rank are close to, if not lower 
than, the women for whom they are choosing a match- (How 
- could they justify, naming men of presjimably equal training, 
] experience and productivity who are paid more or who hold 
; higher rank? ) 

! > 

RESULTS / 

Matching . The first question, whether or not our 
matching procedures produced two groups whose average years 
of service, productivity, and training were actually equiva- 
lent; can be answered affirmatively. 

: - (1) Training and employment status-- with no exceptions 

all members of the sample were employed full-time and, with 
only two exceptions (both male), all. held the doctorate • 

degree . : i' 

: (2) Experience — The number of years since the terminal 
degree was used as the measure of experience since it was the 
simplest to ascertain. This does not deny the fact that many - , 
faculty may have had valuable (and valued) experience prior 



, to obtaining the ; doctorate.; However, we did not feel 
competent to assess the variety of prior experience" for 
such a diverse sample. Since' it is likely that both men 
and women-would: "suffer" equally by this narrow definition, 
it seemed justifiable to use this information as the index.: 

. Table 1 lists the average years since the terminal 
degree for; the three groups (women, their choice of a male 
"counterpart"; and the chairmen's choice) calculated through 
Pall, 1971. 4 As can be seen in this table, the mean number 
of years since terminal degree was 5.8, 7 .4 and 5.8 for the 
three groups respectively. When the two male samples wore 
averaged,: the mean number of years since terminal degree was 
"* w *- ■ m-i.'.j-cj.wb.b jcuween o.o anu o.o years is not signi- 
ficant (t = 1.26, df 28). It should be noted that the two 
extreme scores (29 years) were both in the male groups, which 
would tend to inflate the size of the male means. Thus, it 
is possible to say, after averaging the two male groups, that 
the years of experience of women and men were as closely 
matched as was possible using this procedure. 



»vnenever two men wore named as "counterparts" for women, 
their data was averaged. This was also done in calculating 
productivity data. *K ; <^fe^ 



. ■ Table I; , 
Description of Samples 





• Groups , 


Years Service 
as of 
Fall, 1971 


Productivity 
! Average of 
1968-69 - 70 






Sum 


Mean 


Sum 


Mean 




Women ..... 


168.0 


5.8 


105. 6 


3.6 




Women- s Nominees 


214.9 


7.4 


113.2 


3.9 




Chairmen's Nominees 


168.4 


5.8 


95.2 


3.3 



(3) Productivity— The Research Summary/ Data Sheets 
which the University Planning Of f ice developed and maintained 
for eacil faculty member were used to obtain an index of the 
scholarly productivity of the faculty sample. 



The procedure for determining scholarly productivity 
by.no means produced an absolute measure of productivity, but 
rather led to the development of an indicator which, at least, 
could be said to be objective. , The Research Data Shoots 
suroinarize the scholarly activities which faculty members report 
each/year on annual report- forms. The Placement Office had 
already developed a systematic way of "translating" the various 
academic accomplishments of faculty from their annual reports 
into these activity "recap sheets . " These were used because, 
. again, we did not feel competent, nor have the time, to call ' 
for and review detailed vitae for all the sample in order to \ 
assign relative points for the diversity of activities v/hich 
would ave been ■ f: <~>u' n d nci nrr -hiio DT^no^n^j- n-f ^ > « aj " j-i;, 
a point system was devised. In brief , three points were 
assigned for each book, two points for each workbook or mono- 
graph, and one point for each article, chapter, or book review 
written. One point was allotted for each grant received, each 
performance given or each contribution to an exhibit and, for : 
each special ay/ard or honor. In one case, three ■ points were 
ass igned for a\; size able one-person art show sine e this - i 
represented; a long-term of f ort ^similar to that of a book. 5 

; 5 2valuation of teaching effectiveness .for the purpose of 
assigning points was not. possible v^ S 

has : had- less . influence on, salary and r^nk ;than ; reseurch and, 
publication has, and because it is so difficult to assess ob- 
jectively, we felt, justified (not happy) in onitting it fronv qu 
point : system.; The only place where 'it; was takorv into account v. 
in years of ; experience : (mentioned above under experience) or wh 
a special teaching award was -won. . 



Using this system, eacl^.. faculty member 1 s productivity was 
tabulated for. the years 1968, 1969, and 1970 (the 1970 annual, 
report turned in February, . 1971, being the last one available) 
This was necessary in situations when a faculty member was • 
•not employed until 1969 \or 1970, or had taken a leave of 
absence for a year, or simply failed to turn in a report. 
In the case of individuals where there was no reported / 
scholarly activity for all three years, the average for the 
group minus these individuals was supplied and enclosed in 
parantheses () . The use of the average of a three-year sample 
of academic output was felt to be an adequate representation 
of scholarly effort and prejudicial to none of the groups. 
In other words, it was just as probable that three of the 
"best" or three of the •'worst 1 ' years of any person sampled, 
male or female, might have been selected. Furthermore, it 
was the most current measure obtainable. 

Table 1 summarizes the mean ^productivity points for 
each facul ty s amp 1 e. w (Whenever two men were named as 11 counter- 
parts," to a woman,, their average was averaged . ) As", can be . ". , 
seen here, the to tal numbers of production points for - the 
three groups were 10 ' 113.2 "and 95. 2, with the respective 
means being; ;3. 6, 3.9 and 3.3. 'When 1 the two male groups ' 
productivity means are averaged and then compared to the 



resale' a a perfect natch is apparent (3.6 £6* men versus . ' 
• 3.6 for the wo.~en) . '.'..:v Vl'- j-?^': 

In general, it can be said that the nomination 
technique succeeded in producing two groups of faculty whos 
training, experience and productivity were comparable.- • 

■ Int(2re stingly, the woman ' s choice ; and the chairman' s choice 
frequently differed in the direction predicted, so that it 
was necessary to combine them to produce a match. 

Salary. Table 2 lists the differences between 
each woman ' s salary and the average of the ; salaries of her 
two male "counterparts ." The woman's salary was higher ' - 

than; the man ' s in only four, and the same as in three, of :' 
the 23 Octies. The mean difference was $1, 374.86. The t 

test of differences (t = 3.84, df « 28) was . significant 
(p < .01), indicating that salary is significantly 

dependent upon sex, such that men received higher (on the 

average, $1,374.86) salaries than their female "counterparts 



TABLE 2 



Salary and Rank Differences 



"" Mcn.:>: : ; Women 
Salarv ; Dif roroncGS 



. pWoincn Men- 
Rank Dif r Qironco 



2S50. 00 


100. 00 


900. 0.0 


•\. : ,-. .00 


. 1400. 00 


,' - : ... ■•> 00 


; 1300.00 


200. CC 


: 933. 34 ■•.'!.'-; 


.00 


: 650. 0 0 


: \ ' "••..-■0.0. 


1559 .10 : ■ 


■ : *.: ■ . 00 


1290.32 


.00 


484. 50 


'• .oo 


; ; . 0 0 ; ■ : 


• .00 


-200.00 


: 200. 00 


200.00 


.00 


-100. 00 


. .00 


1100. 00 


; .00 


. 00 


. oo 


350.00 


100.00 


3250 . 00 • 


300. 00 


400. 00 . ' 


Wf. .00 


-1250.00 [''■': 


v. '..OO.' 


1100. 00 ;.' 


• 100. 00 


250. 00 ' 


: ;' ; '. , ;=;••• . oo 


5700.00 ; ; 




3200. 00 


{; *'■■■■[ 300 . oo 


v . . oo 


.do 


3553.64 


,200.00 


7200.00 •■ : • . 


.00 


3266. 67 


'".• • -00 


-1750.00 


.y.{\ : ' .00 


: 2233.34 vMv'. 


v : ■ V .00 



an = 1374. 86 
=3724625.07 



. : Me an = 51. 72 
Variance = 90 14 . 78 



3.84 



t = 



2.93 



Rank. The differences between the ,runk (where a 
rank of ; 10.0 = Pull Prof essor, . 200 - Associate/, etc. ) of each 
woman and the average of the ranks of her two r.ale "counter-'; 
parts" are,, also shown in Table. 2\ The mean difference v/as 
51.7; or app f o x im a t e 1 y "half ■•; a rank. The t test of differences 
;(t = 2. 93, : df = ; 28) was significant (p. < .01) , which means 
that sex is apparently a significant variable in determining 
rank as well as salary, such that men hold higher rank than 
their female " counterparts . 11 

DISCUSSION. 

The salary and rank analyses clearly suggested dis- 
crimination on the basis of sex . It was poss ibie that the 
quality. of the academic production of the women might have 



been inferior to . that of the men. 
some women who write articles are 
are more valued, while others who 



Or it could be argued that;: 
in departments where speeches 
give speeches are in depart- 



ments where article-writing is reinforced, and so on, Occam 1 s 
razor would: appear capable of cutting .down these arguments : > 
while leaving a discrimination hypothesis untouched. ^ Further- 
more, it must be remembered the context in which this: study- 



Jane Loeb and Marianne Ferber also point this out in a paper 
describing a; - correlati technique tic ^ferret out sex c.s a * 

determiner of 'salary and ; rank. See M Sex as Predictive of i 
Salary and Status on a University Faculty, u _ presented 
at the annual meeting of National Council or. :».viasurement in 
Eaucation,' ; ;"New • yor^ 



took place. . That is,: national, regional and "local ^Latiotic^ 
all . show the .some pattern of unequal salary and rank distri- 
butions between the sexes . One interesting fact at USF. is 
that while the .women in this .sample; had. a slightly lower '"'"V 
•average numb^ of years of service than the, men to whom they 
•were ...cspmpaJ vvl heir ..productivity ,'was equal to that of -cheir 
male counterparts. ; In other words, they .produced to the same . 
degree as their counterparts, but took less time to do it. 

The mean discrepancy in salary between the sample 
of women and their closely-matched male group was $1, 374. 86. 
Since the mean salary- for all faculty women at USF was 
$12, 470 . 04 (9 months) , ; an average 11% increase in the - salaries 
of women could serve as a rough estimate ot adequate : salary 
equalisation. Of course, a clear-cut class case of discrimi- ^ 
nation such as v/as demonstrated in this. study could not lead 
to the generalization; that every woman is underpaid, or under- 
paid [to the same extent. /We also realized that correction of 
apparent rank inequalities would be an even more complicated- 
process, though just as necessary. ; 

An' additional problem involved iri estimating the. 
magnitude of salary or rank discrimination against .: women at 
the /^ or at any other institution, : 

is that opportunity to acquire evidence of . merit may ■ be \ 
differentially available to the sexes. For example, one of 
the reasons committee membership was omitted in assessing 



productivity in this study stewed from the fact that women, 
. up. uo the time of the study, hud been given fewer opportunities ' 
; ^ to serve on, or to chair, important university and: departmental : : 
committees than their male colleagues. 7 In addition to this.-: ^ 
local, source: of exclusion from opportunity to serve, other ■ =."'•:.:'. 
h °" s election to office in professional organizations, 

fellowships, journal, editorships: and research; grants may have . : 
been less available to women than to men. In all events, even 
when the . self-f uif illing prophecy (i.e. women are expected to J 
perform at a lower level and therefore do so) had not resulted ■ 
in the women in this study accomplishing at a lower rate: than [ 
the selected groups of men, .: the rewards for their efforts 
were still suostantiallv lower. 'J 



CORRECTION 



.In early February, the study described above was 
given to the administration with a request that corrective 
action be taken immediately. Our president responded by 
appointing a. small committee, chaired by the author, charged 
with the task of reviewing each full-time faculty woman's :i 
salary for possible sex bias. A one-by-one compulsory review 



7 This was one of the findings made by the University ' s 
Status or Women Committee and submitted in its '-'report- 
to the president. • ■ 



qc •■tr.es cases, of all 135 .full-time; female prof essors was 
conducted within a 5-week period of time. 8 Wo seat a 
letter to each .woman and to her supervisor (chairperson ; ' 
or dean) asking both the woman and the . supervisor to .' ■ : 
independently select a male counterpart. ; As an aid for .• 
.: this selcction * ^ej, also duplicated: and mailed : computerized 
personnel data on all the members of the department in ' . ; 
which the woman worked. Chairpersons were requested to 
study and make available to the women for study the latest 
■ curr ^culum vitaes of men in the department or college who • 
seemed likely choices as counterparts. With this ; lnforma- 
tion, women f aculty > and; their;: heads were : asked to follow !' ■ 
the detailed sL«pa outlined in a memorandum 9 sent to our 
committee by President Kackey. Specifically, the steps 
were as follows: 

...... "I. Determine whether there is, in fact a male 

counterpart whose salary could be compared with the salarv 
or the individual, woman whose case is being reviewed. "he 
indication of a counterpart would have to be aeeed uoo"' ^ 
by the woman and by her department chairm.an. • If an acrreed- 
upon counterpart is identified, any difference in salarv 
between the male counterpart and : the woman would be assumed 
prim_a facie to be the result .of discrimination. The ^depart- 
ment chairman, of course, would have both: the oooortunitv- 



A half-time clerk was assigned to us for the curoose of 
handling: the records and typing up the .final report "■' : \- 

9_ ;■■:'•''*••/ '.'■'■>'.■■ '•'>.:• ■ v ' ; 

In addition, this same memorandum was reoroduced in ~u" 1 in 
our internal publication, Intercom. The'studv has been* 

: widely advertised in the university communitv ;o that it 
could be the subject of public scrutiny. * "'- 



■.and the obligation to point out any substantive ba.\;is he tr K Q 
night exist as ; an ■ explanation for ' the di fferenco other than 
discrimination; on . the . basis of sex, : 

r-2. • Whore no ^counterpart can be identified, the 
' individual v:o:;;an : ' s salar\'.. would be compared with the . avorac;^ 
salary .of ;niales within the department having comparable rar^ 
experience, length of sorvice,, and academic qualifications 
including teaching, rosaarchy and service . If there i.i: . .a '■■ 
■ reason to believe that a woman' s rank is lower than that . ' of 
men in : the department who have comparable backgrounds and; 
experience in other respects , that fact should be .taken ; i n to 
account. .: In; a situation' whore this type- of ..comparison Is - 
used there would be an ^assumption that the difference .be tWQ e 
the 'woman's salary and an average for the males so compared, 
would approximate the extent of discrimination based on s&x m 
Again, the •departmental chairman would be expected to of f e:c . ■ 
any ^explanation or justification which he might believe 
existed for salary differentials. 

. 3, 1-f there, are no faculty colleagues;; with whom . 
meaningful: salary comparisons can be made , : : the salary of , the 
women being considered would be compared v/i th ;, the . s ai ary . 
that .would be offered to a recruit with similar qualif icati 0 
assuming the; .position- were -new or unfilled. The salary whi c 
would be offered to such a candidate having, those 'qualif ic^t 
to fill that position would "be .taken as the salary to be us e 
for comparison with the woman's current salary. " ; : 

.After this -initial review, we urged each woman and 
her supervisor to discuss their choices and attempt to come 
to an agreement. In the great majority of cases /agreement 
was reached, and, afterwards/ each party reported the names 
of the counterpart ( s ) independently . Thus > the committee 1 s" 
job was primarily administrative: ,that : of contacting the 
individuals, providing them with preliminary data, and the : 
procedures to be followed/ assisting wherever /asked (some- 
times smoothing ruff led feathers) , collecting the agreement^ 



•and firmly/ £<Ui^ting ; them in a report. .It was ^/U^/ ' ' 
• for us . \d a.^0i^rt3.te ; in only a very few cases . : WhCi^ V > 1 0 
we used t^e curriculum vitae of tr-a woman and the ^\ ^\ 
ques tioii : *h 6ar<W to': ascertain the closest male cc^%/\^v 
in much, tf^e s^e v/ ay as described in the method sa^/^A 
'this paps' *> X A s averal ins tances :.' a ; & imp 1 a . averagi^/ ^ '. 
two ;Or ii^inees; resulted in a close match, ju^/ ^/ .. ' , 

would b<^ ^r^i^tcd from the general findings of th^ :■ 
study. 1 v :/.•;.■ V 

M^^-t o£ the women elected the counterpart 
as a me^ s ^amining their salaries. In some l^/^/V^, 
when, an i^&p^otfriate counterpart could -not he ident^/^^, 
however, <2^h'e* r two methods were used. when th^ ^o^ky ^ 

salary v^ s ^^5>a^ e d to that of her counterpart (or tf% 
average tr^t rank or . to a "new posi tion" salary) ,/\ 

discovea:^^: £ha"t the average difference ' favoring th^ v /^^ 
close tQ ?ii400 ' It should be recalled that this w^/ 
figure v^cP>^ 

between women ' s salaries . 

lE^fe ^resident has issued a written state^(/\. \^ 
the eff^«?V'*&& "of f-the-top" money; f rom the l972->^ .. 
increasQ viU be reserved for the purpose of 



inequities if^iAty Women's salaries > Although women on 
campus wanted i^tf^iate, ;and coraplcte -remedy, they indicated; 
to the Pros i#Q^t t^Vat should, ; this v;ork a hardship on their., 
male i cc^leag^s ; t '-"1 - pay in- 

ca^ases 7 • the correction spread, 

over a two-y^r : ^^^xod (% ; 2That is, they indicated 1 \a : willing- - 
iibss to go :: *he : int:eresrt: of maintaining good morale. 
The fact th^ ^S^iriistratlon moved quickly in providing 

the sechanistf 1 &f*§ ^e^ources for action led to' a credibility 
in tfce insti^t^^i^ 1 s intent among the female faculty so that 
this . comprorni-^e possible- As ::it: "Uras: ;out/ a decision 

was made by Pk^ £^ Q u3~^ budget committee and the admini strati 
to award 10.0^; o ^ i^e ^ccinHianded .equity this year. 

In ^u^V ^hi& method of Sinding male counterparts 
througsL a no^fr^>°ft: t^chniLque- has been :f ound to be useful 
in both. • the ta t ion (group study) and -the correction 

ikindi^idual £^ s £ £^\i<3y) of: sex-bas:ed ±n^q}i±t.±es ±n s^l^yy^^/^^^^ 
Wi th xe spec t ■ ^^k* it hass' been useful, in the group study. 
..In; the case 'V^' c k&^ £tudy, we we^ not: . -asked to make specif ic 
re c omme nd a t i^s ^ ^ch TOman regarding the appropriate ; V: 
;fank'-''for:':fe'r/> \:#W^V<3r; # we were authorized to note wherever • 
*he. ; acadeffiic ; : *&#k;^£ '.; the woman dif fered 'from that of her 
c^a^erp^rt % -1^% ;-*^#^y f£p:.^^ 



a larger departmental effort in ^reviewing policies affecting 
promotion. It is hoped that since the discrepancies in : 
rank have been pui&iicaliy . identif ied, thorough investigation 
and /correction of them; will occur at the departruental/ andj ;-; 
college level during the forthcoming year. 

Of the 135 cases of women faculty which we rev re- 
viewed,. 93 of them will receive equity raises in the f all ,\ 
ranging from $74 to $3950, totaling $135,000. This made • : 
USF the first of the nine state universities in Florida to ■ 
develop substantial parity in faculty salaries — a parity - 
mandated by both the ■ 1971 and the 197 2 State Legislatures . 
The university has received wide publicity in the media ; as . 

July, 1972 , v :: ];V; : C 
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